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ASTOUR'S theory. His view that Gen. xiv originated in the Deuterononomic school is unconvincing.
I. BENZINGER has sought to divide Gen. xiv between J and E, but the criteria employed by him are insufficient to prove his argument. The use of the word 'Amorites' in verses 7 and 13, and of sl:a in verse 24 is not enough to demonstrate the presence of E, and the attribution to E of references to northern places and to J of southern places is legitimate only if it can be shown on other grounds that these two sources are employed. WINCKLER'S rather fanciful reconstruction of the literary history of the chapter (which was known to BENZINGER) also uses geographical references as a criterion for detecting the hands of J and E.
A possible point of contact between Gen. xiv 14 and xv 2 (which is ascribed to JE by most commentators, although they differ in the detailed analysis of chapter xv) has been detected by some scholars. It is said in xiv 14 that Abram had 318 servants, and it has been observed since the time of the midrash Bereshith Rabba that 318 is the numerical value of the name of Eliezer, who is mentioned in xv 2. If the interpretation of the number by means ofgematria were correct, it would argue for a late date and probably for dependence on xv 2. However, the explanation is very dubious, for Eliezer plays no part in the story of Gen. xiv, and it is difficult to see why a veiled allusion to his name should have been introduced. It may be doubted whether it is necessary to see any special significance in the number of Abram's servants-the narrator may have chosen a number with the intention merely of giving a concrete detail to his story 1).
The only secure affinity between Gen. xiv and a Pentateuchal source is that Lot is described as living in Sodom, and that the J narrative in Gen. xiii and xviii-xix also places him there (part of xiii 11-12 is usually attributed to P). Although allowance must be made for the possibility that both Gen. xiv and J are dependent on a common southern tradition, it is quite likely that the present form of Gen. xiv is dependent on J. However, it is doubtful whether the references to 1) The question has recently been discussed by S. GEVIRTZ, Israel Exploration Journal, xix (1969), pp. 110-5, who compares the mention of 318 women in an Egyptian text, and the calculation that a total of 318 people are said to have been killed in 'the four days of actual fighting recorded in The Iliad'. However, as he recognizes, the resemblance may be fortuitous. His suggestion that the reason why 318 was chosen is that it is the sum of the prime numbers between 7 and 72, of which there are twelve, is interesting, but impossible to verify. It seems at least as likely that no symbolic meaning was intended by the mention of 318. clumsily repeats words already found in verse 11, and makes the invaders capture Lot and his possessions after they have left Sodom and Gomorrah. Admittedly, the fact that verse 13 is anticipated is not the only reason why GUNKEL deletes 'the son of Abram's brother' in verse 12 (and it was not mentioned by DILLMANN, from whom GUNKEL borrowed the emendation): he also thinks that the phrase is in an awkward position after 'and all his goods', instead of after 'Lot'. Yet it is conceivable that a writer who could compose a verse that follows verse 11 so clumsily was also guilty of composing it with one phrase in an awkward place. Verse 16 is also very clumsy in Hebrew, for the clause y:"vn itvn rnN tt9* nU rm interrupts the connexion between Itnn z n nX 3r' and rni nR r1,ian nR m n. Similar reasons for doubting the originality of the present text are not found in verse 14, but its reference to Lot could be removed without difficulty. The words 'Abram heard that his brother was taken captive' supply the motive for Abram's military action, but the story would make sense if it told simply how captives had been taken from Sodom, and how Abram went to the rescue as a friendly act. Verses 12 and 16 thus contain reasons for doubting the originality of the references to Lot, and the reference in verse 14 can be removed without difficulty. It is thus likely that Gen. xiv did not originally mention Lot, and that his name was added later, perhaps when the chapter was joined either to J or to the combined sources of the Pentateuch. If the Melchizedek passage in verses 18-20 is not from the same writer (or transmitter of tradition) as the framework in which it is now found, it must be asked whether they were originally independent units of tradition or whether one of them presupposes the other. be an original part of the chapter, it is also possible that verse 24 is a later addition but that verses 17 and 21-3 are as original as the context into which verse 13 has been inserted. Another argument in favour of the view that verses 17 and 21-4 are secondary is that there is a contradiction between verse 10, where the king of Sodom dies in a bitumen pit, and verse 17, where he is still alive. On pp. 27-8 of my earlier article, I have given reasons for doubting whether the death of the king of Sodom is implied in verse 10, but, even if he were thought to be dead, it would still be necessary to consider the possibility, which is favoured by some scholars, that there are two strands of tradition in verses 1-16, and that verse 17 belongs to a different strand from verse 10. SELLIN finds another difficulty in the statement in verse 17 that the king of Sodom 'went out'. Whence did he go out? His city was 'zerstort', and, if he had escaped death in verse 10, he had sought refuge in the hills. However, the reference in verse 11 to the plundering of Sodom does not necessarily imply that it was uninhabitable, and there is no difficulty in supposing that the writer intended the reader to understand that the king had gone back to his city after the invaders' departure; alternatively, the writer may have meant that he came out of his refuge in the hills.
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There is more substance in SELLIN'S observation that verses 17 and 21-4 mention only the booty taken from Sodom, and ignore that of Gomorrah (the references to the other cities of the plain are regarded by SELLIN as secondary, and, in any case, verse 11 does not say that any cities other that Sodom and Gomorrah were plundered). Later in the present paper, consideration will be given to the hypothesis that the fundamental story underlying Gen. xiv mentioned the king of Sodom but not the kings of the other cities of the plain, but that hypothesis and SELLIN'S hypothesis are not the only possibilities. Sodom and Gomorrah are regularly mentioned together in the Old Testament, and it is not surprising that they should both be involved in the events recorded earlier in the chapter; but there is perhaps more narrative force in an account of the meeting of two individuals, Abram and the king of Sodom, and the omission of the king of Gomorrah from this part of the story is intelligible. tion of types of sentence is sometimes used to express a contrast does not necessarily prove that such sentences cannot have come into proximity except with that purpose. In Gen. xxxi 33, for instance, it is said that Laban went into (mri) Rachel's tent; the next verse then begins with the word 'Rachel', which is the subject of a verb, and the purpose of the construction is to show that the second verb is to be understood as a pluperfect. If an interpolator wished to insert a passage about Melchizedek after Gen. xiv 17, it is possible that he chose to place Melchizedek's name at the beginning of verse 18 in order to introduce an important new person. The fact that the verb that follows is from the same root as the verb at the beginning of verse 17 may be fortuitous (and it should not be forgotten that there is a difference, in that the qal is used in verse 17 and the hiph'il in verse 18), or may reveal no more than the fact that the interpolator had verse 17 in front of him and that it put the verb K2s into his mind. However, even if a contrast is intended in the present form of the text, it is possible to ascribe it to the editor who added verse 18 to verse 17.
The most satisfactory solution of the difficulties raised by verses 18-20 is thus that they are secondary. An interpolator has added the Melchizedek passage. gloss, and verses 18-20 are most likely a later addition to verse 17, it is probably legitimate to draw the conclusion that Salem was identified with Jerusalem at some stage of the tradition. The view that Salem was Jerusalem receives further support from the inherent probability that Melchizedek's city was a place of some importance, rather than one of the minor sites in Palestine with which some have indentified it 1). On the other hand, the presence of the element sdq in Melchizedek's name cannot be regarded as a strong support for connecting him with Jerusalem, as some have supposed, for the element is quite common in North-West Semitic proper names 2). Even without such support, the identification of Salem with Jerusalem is probable. Finally, it may be observed that it is in accordance with Hebrew usage to name the city of which a man was king after the word melek, and there is no reason to suppose that sdlgm is to be understood otherwise than as a place name, let alone that it is corrupt and in need of emendation 3). The principal suggestions that have been made about the date and purpose of the Melchizedek passage will next be considered. The discussion will include some theories that do not hold it to be a later insertion in the chapter; in any case, it would be a mistake to confine the discussion to verses 18-20, because the person who inserted them may have intended them to have a meaning, not on their own, but in relation to the rest of the chapter. On the other hand, it will be convenient to postpone until later some arguments that depend primarily on other parts of Gen. xiv, such as the argument that the story of the eastern kings must be late and that the Melchizedek passage should, therefore, be ascribed to a late period. clxiii (1961), p. 52, argues that sdlem should be emended to selomoh, and that the phrase means 'a king allied to him'. He gives no reason for the emendation beyond the assertion that 'nothing is said in Gen. 14 about any relation to Jerusalem, which seems to be a much later notion'. In Yahweh and the Gods of Canaan (London, 1968), p. 231, he rejects the translation that he had proposed in 1961, and also admits that a reference to Jerusalem is needed. He now thinks that 'Jerusalem' has been lost after 'king of', and that another 'king' should be supplied before his emended reading Jelomoh, so that the whole expression should be rendered 'king of Jerusalem, the king who was his ally'. It is difficult to see why, now that he has abandoned the reason that he gave in 1961 for emending the text, he should retain his emendation and also supply the name of the city in place of the name given in the Massoretic Text. H. E. DEL MEDICO, Z.A. W., Ixix (1957), pp. 160ff., emends the Hebrew so that 'Melchizedek' becomes mnelek saddfq, 'le roi juste', and 'king of Salem' becomes melek fAlolrn, 'le roi pacifique', and he supposes that both refer to the king of Sodom. The emendation is part of a dubious interpretation of the whole passage, in which 'he gave' (verse 21) is understood to mean no more than 'he offered' -and the offer was not accepted.
IV
did not explain how the scribe responsible for the marginal note had heard of Melchizedek, if he was unknown in any earlier part of the Old Testament. The date of Ps. cx cannot be discussed in the present article, and it must suffice to say that the theory of Maccabean dating has been subjected to searching criticism 1), and has been shown to be improbable: the psalm is most likely to be dated in the pre-exilic period, and may be as early as the time of David.
One argument in favour of dating Gen. xiv 18-20 in a late period is the assertion that it contains a number of late Hebrew words, and the opinion may be illustrated by reference to H. HOLZINGER'S commentary (pp. 145-6). It is unnecessary to discuss the argument that the use of the name Melchizedek points to a late date, because no evidence is advanced in its favour, and it may be suspected that it rests on the assumption that Ps. cx is late (although HOLZINGER speaks of the psalm as addressed to David). The argument that 'Salem' is a late form of 'Jerusalem', on the ground that the city was known as Urusalim as early as the time of the Amarna letters, and that 'Salem' became current only later, is similarly unconvincing: the date of Ps. lxxvi is uncertain, and there is insufficient evidence to enable us to determine when the short form of the name was first used. Another argument is that the title 'priest of El Elyon' was current in Maccabean times. That, however, does not prove that it could not have been used much earlier, or that the Hasmoneans could not have borrowed it from Gen. xiv. The name p?r is used in Old Testament texts which are regarded by many scholars as pre-exilic (e.g. Ps. xviii 14 = 2 Sam. xxii 14, Ps. xlvi 5, Deut. xxxii 8), and 1,s? appears as the name of a god in an eighth century B.C. inscription from Sefire 2). Moreover, it is possible that Ps. lxxviii 35, the only other place in the Old Testament where 'El Elyon' is used, is pre-exilic 3). If the divine name can be pre-exilic, there is no reason why someone should not have been described as a priest of El Elyon in pre-exilic times.
HOLZINGER also states that lp7 may be an Aramaism, and it is possible that he therefore regards it as late, although he does not say so explicitly. If it is an Aramaism, it does not necessarily follow that it is late, and it may be observed that it is used in a Phoenician inscription Another argument that has been advanced against an early date for the Melchizedek passage is that it presupposes a post-exilic view of the priesthood. PROCKSCH argues (p. 512) that Melchizedek typifies the post-exilic high priest who receives the tithes. He compares Lev. xxvii 30 ff., but the comparison is not very apt, since the passage says nothing about the high priest, and it has not been proved that the institution of the tithe was post-exilic. Moreover, the tithe of which the Priestly Code speaks in Leviticus is the tithe of the land's produce, whereas Gen. xiv 20 says nothing about agricultural produce but, as has been seen, probably refers to the spoil taken by Abram. PROCKSCH also thinks that Melchizedek serves as the type of the messianic king, and he compares Jer. xxiii 6 (which gives to the future king the name l3ptr ;Smra), the priestly functions attributed to the king in Jer. xxx 22 and in Ps. ii (which, in his opinion, is messianic and recalls Ps. cx, where Melchizedek is mentioned), and also the priestly traits ascribed to the king in Ps. cx 4 and Zech. vi 9 ff. (cp. the princely insignia of the priest in Zech. iii 8). According to PROCKSCH, the development can scarcely have taken place before Jeremiah, and is probably post-exilic. The argument is unconvincing. As has been seen, the post-exilic dating of Ps. cx is questionable. Jer. xxx 22 appears to be a wrong reference, and PROCKSCH probably has in mind verse 21, which uses of the future prince verbs that are used of priests in some places in the Old Testament. However, it is unnecessary to suppose that the verse presupposes a late development, for, as will be maintained below, there is evidence that it was possible for a pre-exilic king to perform some priestly acts. Not is there any evidence in post-exilic times before the Hasmonean period for the combination of the offices of king and priest. Jer. xxiii 6 speaks of the Davidic king and does not describe him as a priest, and it is widely agreed that the text of Zech. vi 9 ff. is corrupt-it is probable that the passage originally distinguished between king and priest. Moreover, iap'7Tr mn, which may contain an allusion to the name of Zedekiah, need not have influenced the passages where Melchizedek is mentioned. While it may be true that the high priestly office took over some of the characteristics which formerly belonged to the kingship, there is no evidence that any high priest before the Hasmoneans claimed royal status. The very fact that Melchizedek is said to be king as well as priest (and he is not said to be high priest) tells against the view that the writer intended him to symbolize the post-exilic high priest. Further, it was important in the post-exilic period that the priests should be descendants of Aaron, and no such claim could be made for the Canaanite Melchizedek. 
VI
If the Melchizedek passage in verses 18-20 is an insertion, there must have been something into which it could be inserted. What material was there before the Melchizedek passage was added? Is it possible to analyse the rest of the chapter into sources, or to reconstruct the way in which the original form of the story was modified and expanded? In order to show some of the different ways in which the evidence has been interpreted, it will be convenient to summarize several theories about the literary history of the chapter-including some that do not accept the view that verses 18-20 are an insertion. It is desirable to present the main points of the analyses as clearly and simply as possible, and so the summaries will, for the most part, ignore details about such questions as the small editorial glosses in verses 2, 3, 7, 8, and 17. BENZINGER'S theory (which is influenced by the suggestions made by WINCKLER in 1900) will not be described, because it has already been considered in the discussion of the reasons for allocating some material to J and some to E. Sixthly, there is a difference in character between the two parts of the chapter. One part portrays Abram as an heroic warrior and describes his dealings man to man with the king of Sodom, whereas the opening verses give the impression of a document written by a learned student of annals. As long ago as 1875, DILLMANN commented on the strangeness of the fact that lists of names and other pieces of information are found in proximity to what might otherwise be a folk tale. Since then, scholars have come to ask about any passage in the Bible questions concerning its character, the extent of the unit of tradition, the form in which it was transmitted, the reason for its transmission, and the people who transmitted it. Whatever the danger of subjectivity in the answers given to such questions, the questions must be asked, and a plausible account of a tradition and its transmission must, if possible, be offered. A consideration of Gen. xiv from that point of view encourages us to distinguish between its two types of material. We can imagine a popular oral tradition about the heroic and noble doings of Abram, a tradition that was told both because of its intrinsic interest as a good story and because of a desire to glorify the ancestor of the Israelites. For the sake of convenience, the tradition may be described as a 'hero story', but the description should not be understood to imply too precise a definition. In contrast, The arguments listed above differ considerably in strength from one another, and some have little or no force. The sixth seems to me to be the most convincing, and to be sufficiently strong to justify the acceptance of its implications as a working hypothesis. The second argument too is attractive, and the problem that it raises would be solved, if the conclusions of the sixth argument were accepted: perhaps the hero story in the second part of the chapter mentioned none of the western kings other than the king of Sodom, and his allies belonged to the different type of material at the beginning of the chapter. The second and sixth arguments should probably be accepted, and the hypothesis that the hero story once existed independently of the more annalistic part of the chapter should be adopted and explored further.
VII
The hero story about Abram, which has been detected in the second part of Gen. xiv, contains two motifs that resemble motifs found elsewhere in the Old Testament-in addition to any general resemblances that may be detected between it and accounts of heroic deeds such as those of Jonathan and some of the Judges. First, Abram's victory with the help of his 318 servants over the eastern kings has been compared with Gideon's success with 300 men against a large force of Midianite raiders. Secondly, the climax of the hero story in verses 22-3 (ignoring verse 24, which refers to Abram's allies and is probably, as was argued above, secondary) portrays Abram's nobility of character in refusing to accept any booty as a gift, lest it be said that the king of Sodom has made him rich. We see Abram as a noble and proud man, who is jealous of his reputation and prefers to suffer loss rather than to be thought indebted to anyone else. Such a portrayal of nobility, pride, and concern for one's reputation has several partial analogies in the Old Testament. Something partly comparable is seen in the attitude to death displayed by some men. In Judges viii 21, Zebah and Zalmunna, the bedouin raiders, ask Gideon himself to kill them, and not to leave the task to his son. It may be suspected that the proud raiders were not concerned merely to meet a speedy death at the hands of an experienced warrior, and to escape an inefficient and painful execution by a hamfisted youth: they probbably thought that death would be more honourable if inflicted by a great warrior, rather than by a young man without a military reputation. Certainly, in Judges ix 54, Abimelech is alarmed at the thought that people may say that a woman killed him, and so he asks his armourbearer to strike the mortal blow. Centuries later, Judas Maccabaeus is represented as saying, 'Let it not be so that I should do this thing, to flee from them: and if our time is come, let us die manfully for our brethren's sake, and not leave a cause of reproach against our glory' (1 Macc. ix 10). Although Abram does not face death at the end of Gen. xiv, he perhaps resembles Judas in his concern for his reputation. There are also affinities in the accounts of several events in the life of David. The first is when David spares Saul's life (1 Sam. xxiv 6, 10, xxvi 10-11, 23-4). Nothing is said of David's concern for his reputation, and another motive for sparing Saul is given, and yet the reader is perhaps intended to admire the nobility of the man who will not harm a defenceless enemy (cp. 2 Kings vi 22). The second occasion is when David refuses (2 Sam. xxiii 16-7) to drink the water brought by the three heroes at the risk of their lives, but pours it out as a libation. Thirdly, in 2 Sam. xxiv 24, David will not offer God something that has cost him nothing 1). Despite the differences between these passages and Gen. xiv, there is a resemblance in the spirit revealed. The resemblance helps us to imagine the story about the noble hero Abram being told orally among the Israelites. If the story is such a popular tradition, it is, of course, impossible to give a verdict about its historicity: it is like many other patriarchal stories in that its historicity can be neither proved nor disproved.
It is not easy to be sure how much of the present chapter xiv belonged to the hero story. It included verses 21-3, preceded by
1) The motif is certainly to be found in the present form of the story, even if W. Fuss, Z.A.
., lxxiv (1962), pp. 159-60, 162-3, is right in regarding it as a later addition. verses 13-17, but the story cannot have begun there. As has been seen, VON RAD believes that the story begins with verse 12, and he uses as evidence the repetition of what has already been said in verse 11. However, the awkwardness of the relation to verse 11 was explained above on the alternative hypothesis that verse 12, which mentions Lot, is an addition, and that view is supported by the fact that the reference to Lot in verse 16 shows signs of being most probably an addition. MORGENSTERN thinks that verse 11 is where the story begins, or rather that the beginning of the story has been suppressed by an editor but that verse 11 is the first part of it to be included in the present form of Gen. xiv. It is difficult to be certain. It may be that the substance of verse 10, which tells of the battle in the vale of Siddim, is original to the story, although it has been dovetailed with the more annalistic first part of the chapter. It is probably wisest not to try to disentangle the beginning of the story. Nor is there sufficient evidence to answer the question whether Abram's enemies were eastern kings, or, if they were not, who they were.
It is impossible either to prove or to disprove MORGENSTERN'S theory that they were originally no more than bedouin raiders. Anyhow, it is possible to detect in Gen. xiv a hero story about Abram which is coherent and can easily be understood as an orally transmitted popular tale.
It must now be asked whether it is possible to date the hero story. The hypothesis was provisionally accepted above that the Melchizedek passage in verses 18-20 was inserted into the story about Abram in the time of David or, at least, of the united monarchy. That would be possible, only if the hero story about Abram were in existence at the time. Yet it has been maintained by some that the story is, as MORGENSTERN (p. 235) puts it, 'a post-exilic midrash'. What are the reasons that have been advanced for dating it so late? The argument that the reference to Abram's 318 servants is an example of late gematria has already been examined and rejected. KUTSCH believes that the portrayal of Abram as an heroic warrior, which is otherwise alien to the Pentateuch, testifies to a late date-perhaps after P-but it is difficult to see why such a portrayal should be thought more likely at a late date than at an early one. Although the patriarchal stories are almost unanimous in picturing Abram as peaceful, Gen. xlviii 22 (probably to be attributed to JE) refers to the portion (perhaps Shechem) which Jacob 'took out of the hand of the Amorite with my sword and with my bow', and Gen. xxxiv certainly portrays Jacob's children as far from peaceful; in any case, there is no reason to deny the possibility that Israelites in the period before David could have told a story about their ancestor as a warrior. There is nothing in the story of Gen. xiv to argue against the dating of it before the time of David. Incidentally, the fact that Abram is described as a Hebrew in verse 13 is compatible with (although it does not demand) such a dating, for the word is recorded as having been used shortly before the time of David (1 Sam. iv 6, 9; xiii 3, 7, 19; xiv 11, 21; xxix 3).
Finally, it must be asked why the editor who inserted the Melchizedek passage chose this particular story for his purpose. Two reasons may be suggested. First, it portrayed Abram as a warrior-and the very rarity of the portrayal may have been a reason for selecting this story-and it was seen above how that would have suited the editor's purpose. Secondly, it also suited his purpose because it showed Abram to be on good terms with, although clearly superior to, the ruler of a city in, or, at least, very near, Canaan. Whether the story reached the editor in oral form or whether it had already been written, it is difficult to say, and the question may be left open. Indeed, the term 'editor' has been used for convenience, but it is not intended to imply a judgement on the question precisely when the combination of traditions was put into writing.
VIII
What can be said about the earlier part of the chapter? Its learned character has often been noted, and also its resemblances to passages in the historical books of the Old Testament, some of which were mentioned in the discussion of ASTOUR'S theory that the chapter was the work of the Deuteronomic school (although ASTOUR was not the first to draw attention to the similarities). 
